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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
V.

IGNACIO NATHAN PRINCE,
Defendant-Appellant.

NOS. 47499-2019, 47500-2019, 47501-2019
& 47502-2019
BONNEVILLE COUNTY NOS.
CR-2017-11585, 2018-7619, 2018-8064
& 2018-9680
APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Ignacio Nathan Prince appeals from the district court's order denying his Idaho Criminal
Rule 35 motion for a reduction of sentence in these four consolidated cases. Mindful of State v.

Flores, 162 Idaho 298 (2017), he contends the district court abused its discretion in denying his
Rule 35 motion because he wants to participate in a second rider program, and has matured
enough to be successful in such a program.
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Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
In CR-2017-11585, Mr. Prince was charged with grand theft by possession of stolen
property and burglary. (47499 2nd Amended R., pp.39-40.) He entered into a plea agreement
pursuant to which he agreed to plead guilty to the grand theft charge, and the State agreed to
dismiss the burglary charge. (47499 2nd Amended R., pp.46-49.) The district court sentenced
Mr. Prince to a unified term of five years, with one year fixed, and then suspended the sentence
and placed Mr. Prince on probation. (47499 2nd Amended R., pp.86-88.) The judgment of
conviction and order of probation was entered on March 28, 2018. (47499 2nd Amended
R., pp.89-93.) On August 14, 2018, the State filed a report of probation violation alleging
Mr. Prince violated his probation by being charged with a new crime. (47499 2nd Amended
R., pp.99-100.) Mr. Prince admitted to violating his probation. (47499 2nd Amended R., p.114.)
The district court revoked Mr. Prince's probation, executed his sentence, and retained
jurisdiction. (47499 2nd Amended R., p.121.)
In CR-2018-7619, Mr. Prince was charged with grand theft, forgery, and grand theft by
possession of stolen property. (47500 2nd Amended R., pp.44-46.) He entered into a plea
agreement pursuant to which he agreed to plead guilty to forgery, and the State agreed to dismiss
the other charges. (47500 2nd Amended R., pp.55-58.) The district court sentenced Mr. Prince to
a unified term of six years, with two years fixed, to be served concurrently with the sentences
imposed in the other three cases discussed below, and retained jurisdiction. (47500 2nd
Amended R., p. 75.)
In CR-2018-8064, Mr. Prince was charged with one count of grand theft. (47501 2nd
Amended R., pp.32-34.) He entered into a plea agreement pursuant to which he agreed to plead
guilty to the charged crime. (47501 2nd Amended R., pp.45-48.) The district court sentenced
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Mr. Prince to a unified term of eight years, with three years fixed, to be served concurrently with
the sentences imposed in the other three cases, and retained jurisdiction. (47501 2nd Amended
R., pp.60-61.)
In CR-2018-9680, Mr. Prince was charged with grand theft and burglary. (47502
R., pp.40-42.) He entered into a plea agreement pursuant to which he agreed to plead guilty to
the grand theft charge, and the State agreed to dismiss the burglary charge. (47502 R., pp.49-52.)
The district court sentenced Mr. Prince to a unified term of eight years, with three years fixed, to
be served concurrently with the sentences imposed in the other three cases, and retained
jurisdiction. (R., p.62.)
The judgments in all four cases were entered on January 8, 2019. (47499 2nd Amended
R., pp.122-26; 47500 2nd Amended R., pp.70-74; 47501 2nd Amended R., pp.62-66; 47502
R., pp.62-66.) The district court subsequently relinquished jurisdiction over Mr. Prince in all four
cases. (47499 2nd Amended R., pp.128-29; 47500 2nd Amended R., pp.78-79; 47501 2nd
Amended R., pp.68-69; 47502 R., pp.77-78.)
On September 9, 2019, Mr. Prince filed a motion in all four cases pursuant to Idaho
Criminal Rule 35 for a reduction of sentence. (47499 2nd Amended R., pp.132-33; 47500 2nd
Amended R., pp.82-83; 47501 2nd Amended R., pp.72-73; 47502 R., pp.83-84.) Following a
hearing, the district court issued an order on September 17, 2019, denying the motion. (4 7499
2nd Amended R., pp.141-42; 47500 2nd Amended R., pp.91-92; 47501 2nd Amended R., pp.8182; 47502 R., pp.88-89.) Mr. Prince filed a timely notice of appeal on October 21, 2019. (47499
2nd Amended R., pp.143-45; 47500 2nd Amended R., pp.93-96; 47501 2nd Amended R., pp.8386; 47502 R., pp.90-93.)
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it denied Mr. Prince's Rule 35 motion?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Denied Mr. Prince's Rule 35 Motion
"A motion to alter an otherwise lawful sentence under Rule 35 is addressed to the sound
discretion of the sentencing court ... and essentially is a plea for leniency which may be granted
if the sentence originally imposed was unduly severe." State v. Trent, 125 Idaho 251, 253
(Ct. App. 1994). "The denial of a motion for modification of a sentence will not be disturbed
absent a showing that the court abused its discretion." Id. In examining a district court's denial of
a motion for modification, this Court "examine[ s] the probable duration of confinement in light
of the nature of the crime, the character of the offender and the objectives of sentencing, which
are the protection of society, deterrence, rehabilitation and retribution." Id. "If the sentence was
not excessive when pronounced, the defendant must later show that it is excessive in view of
new or additional information presented with the motion for reduction." Id.
At the hearing on Mr. Prince's Rule 35 motion, Mr. Prince's counsel described
Mr. Prince as a "nice kid" and a "good kid" who has struggled as a result of being homeless and
in the foster care system as a child. (Tr., p.5, Ls.10-18.) Counsel explained to the district court
that Mr. Prince was adopted from Central America at the

but had mental illness issues

that were never addressed, and was already "engrained in [a] lifestyle of survival," which led to
his criminal conduct. (Tr., p.5, Ls.19-22.) Counsel explained Mr. Prince had benefitted from
programming within the Idaho Department of Correction, and had been diagnosed with a mental
illness that was being treated with medication. (Tr., p.6, Ls.3-9.) Counsel explained Mr. Prince
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was involved in a fight during his first rider program, after being called "the N word," and
wanted another opportunity to participate in a rider program. (Tr., p.6, L.20 - p. 7, L.18.)
The district court denied Mr. Prince's Rule 35 motion, despite recognizing that, at the
time Mr. Prince committed the criminal offenses at issue, he was "very immature" and did "not
recognize[ ] the realities of life." (Tr., p.9, Ls.1-3.) Mr. Prince has matured through his
incarceration, and is now receiving the mental health treatment he needs. In light of this
information, and mindful of State v. Flores, 162 Idaho 298, 301-02 (2017), Mr. Prince contends
the district court abused its discretion in denying his Rule 3 5 motion, and should have allowed
him to participate in a second rider program.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Prince respectfully requests that the Court remand this case to the district court, with
instructions to retain jurisdiction and permit Mr. Prince to participate in a second rider program.
DATED this 13 th day ofJuly, 2020.
/s/ Andrea W. Reynolds
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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